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LONG BEACH ORGANIC 

O-4-1 
The comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. However, it should be noted that the project is 
incorrectly named in the comment. The project name is Long Beach Sports Park. Big League Dreams 
is not the project applicant. The Proposed Project is a proposed municipal project. Big League 
Dreams, one of several companies that operate similar facilities, was consulted during the master 
planning process; however, the City has not selected a contract/operator for the proposed Sports Park 
 
O-4-2 
The comment summarizes project impacts and proposed mitigation for impacts to wetlands. This 
comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR, and no further 
response is necessary. 
 
O-4-3 
The comment states that the wetlands on site are underestimated. This comment does not specifically 
address the criteria for delineation of wetlands pursuant to agency criteria. Obligate wetland species 
are those in a particular group of hydrophytic vegetation that almost always occur in wetlands, which 
may be regulated by State and/or federal agencies. Hydrophytic species are those included on the 
National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands (Reed 1998). The entire suite of hydrophytic 
plants is used to determine whether a particular area may be a wetland. However, in order for an area 
to be considered, it must be dominated by hydrophytic vegetation. Under federal wetland criteria, the 
area must also have wetland hydrology and hydric soils. Areas of dominant obligate hydrophytes are 
limited to the wetlands identified in the Draft EIR. Mulefat is a facultative wetland hydrophytic plant 
species that occurs in wetlands most of the time. However, in addition to its occurrence in identified 
wetlands on site, this species also occurs in scattered non-wetland portions of the site (i.e., those areas 
that do not demonstrate wetland hydrology or soils). Please see the Regulatory Background section of 
the Delineation of Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters report in Appendix E, Volume II, of this Draft 
EIR for more information, including a definition of the five types of hydrophytic vegetation, 
including wetland indicator status species.  
 
Wetlands on site were characterized in accordance with regulatory requirements. A routine wetland 
delineation was conducted, and areas of potential jurisdiction were evaluated according to the Corps 
1987 Manual (i.e., Environmental Laboratory 1987) and California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) guidelines. The project site was surveyed on foot for both potential wetlands and nonwetland 
jurisdictional waters, as well as streambed and riparian resources. Portions of the project site that 
contained potentially jurisdictional waters included the retention basin and associated drainage near 
the middle of the project site, as well as three ponding areas scattered throughout the site. One 
ponding area was located in the northern end of the site, another in the southwestern portion of the 
site, and a third in the western portion of the site. Measurements of jurisdictional areas were taken in 
the field and mapped on a topographic base (scale: 3/4 inch = 50 feet). The jurisdictional area for the 
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project was calculated using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software and by multiplying the 
average width of the drainage by the length. Please see Figures 4.5.1 and 4.5.3 in the Draft EIR.  
 
All areas within the project site supporting species of plant life potentially indicative of wetlands were 
evaluated according to routine wetland delineation procedures described in the 1987 Manual. 
Standard data forms were completed for each sample plot; transcriptions of these data forms are 
included in Attachment B of this report. At each sample plot, the dominant and subdominant plant 
species were identified, and their wetland indicator (Reed 1988) status was noted. Soil characteristics 
were assessed by digging a soil pit and examining the various profiles to determine the presence or 
absence of hydric indicators. Finally, hydrologic conditions, including any surface inundation, 
saturated soils, groundwater levels, and/or other wetland hydrology indicators were noted. All water 
bodies were examined for evidence of an OHWM, which defines the lateral limit of the Corps 
jurisdictional boundaries unless adjacent wetlands are determined to be present.  
 
Based on this methodology, it was determined that there are 0.08 acre of wetlands characterized by 
cattail marsh in the channel and 0.41 acre of wetlands in the detention basin. The commentor’s 
assertion that there are 15 acres of wetlands or wetlands species on site is incorrect. Areas must be 
dominated by wetland species to even be considered as potential wetlands. The occurrence of 
“scattered wetland plants” does not constitute wetlands for either CEQA purposes or compliance with 
State and federal wetlands regulations. 
 
O-4-4 
This comment requests that another survey be completed to make a “new true value assessment of the 
area of wetlands habitat” on site in light of recent precipitation. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125, “an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published . . . This 
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 
agency determines whether an impact is significant.” Furthermore, the severe storms referred to in the 
comment are an anomaly in southern California. As such, an additional wetlands delineation based on 
the possibility that an abnormally heavy rainfall may have expanded on-site wetlands is not 
appropriate or required under CEQA. Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-3. 
 
O-4-5 
This comment appears to object to off-site mitigation because of the difficulty associated with 
creating wetlands and supports wetlands restoration instead. Given the extensive grading that is 
required to render the site developable and to implement the project, wetlands restoration in the 
current location (as part of an ill-maintained County detention basin) is not practical. In addition, 
there are a number of benefits to implementing wetlands mitigation off site. For example, the project 
site is isolated from other wetlands areas. The mitigation site is located along the San Gabriel River 
and will be part of a larger conservation area. Resource agencies typically prefer that mitigation areas 
be contiguous with other habitat areas and associated with wildlife movement opportunities. In 
addition, wetland mitigation sites should be associated with a natural or passive water supply such as 
an adjacent river, stream, lake, marsh, etc. Therefore, the proposed off-site wetlands mitigation is 
both appropriate and viable. 
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O-4-6 
This comment states that nationally, many compensatory wetlands mitigation project have poor 
compliance with regulatory agency requirements and often fail. The City is required to comply with 
the wetlands mitigation described above and as approved by the appropriate resource agencies, 
including on-going monitoring and maintenance. In the past, some mitigation sites have indeed failed 
due to a lack of proper design, maintenance, and/or monitoring. In recent years, mitigation 
requirements have become more stringent, and enforcement of this requirement is at a very high level. 
 
The mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are feasible to implement, as required by Section 
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states “An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could 
minimize significant adverse impacts.” Implementation of mitigation measures is required by CEQA. 
For example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 requires that the public agency shall adopt a program 
for monitoring or reporting on the mitigation measures specifically for the purpose of ensuring that 
the migration measures identified in the Draft EIR are implemented. 
 
Prior to issuance of grading permits for the Proposed Project, the City must obtain authorization from 
the appropriate resource agencies (CDFG, Corps, and RWQCB) as specified in Mitigation Measure 
4.5.3. These agencies may impose additional requirements of the wetlands mitigation site to ensure 
long-term viability of the wetlands. The City will be required to comply with the requirements of 
resource agency permits. Prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy, the City shall develop off-site 
wetlands mitigation as specified in Mitigation Measure 4.5.4. Mitigation Measure 4.5.4 further 
specifies that the City shall be responsible for both construction and on-going maintenance. 
 
O-4-7 
The comment is a quote from the Long Beach General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element that 
supports the preservation of coastal and riparian ecosystems, including wetlands. The Proposed 
Project site is not characterized by coastal and riparian ecosystems. Instead, the project site is 
characterized by common and ornamental species, with 0.08 acre of wetlands (cattail marsh) in the 
drainage channel and 0.41 acre of wetlands in the detention basin. The impacts to sensitive riparian 
and wetlands resources are appropriately analyzed in the Draft EIR (Section 4.5 and supporting 
documentation in the Draft EIR Appendices) and are restated below in summary format for the 
reader’s information. 
 
The loss of disturbed (mostly nonnative) habitat and the associated reduction of locally common 
wildlife populations are not considered significant impacts because they do not substantially affect 
listed or candidate species, riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural community, federally protected 
wetlands or wildlife movement. The loss of open water and associated cattail marsh is considered less 
than significant due to the small size and isolation of the habitats. Grading of the project will result in 
filling of 0.08 acre of riparian habitat in a concrete drainage course and 0.41 acre within the 
associated retention basin, both of which are subject to Corps of Engineers and California Department 
of Fish and Game jurisdiction. In addition, virtually all streambeds and associated plant communities 
are considered sensitive biological resources and are regulated by agencies, as described in the Regu-
latory Setting section. Therefore, impacts to these areas require mitigation.  
 
The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures, specifically Mitigation Measures 4.5.3–4.5.5, to address 
these impacts. Project impacts to riparian and wetlands resources are mitigated to below a level of 
significance, including the development of off-site mitigation for wetlands along the San Gabriel 
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River. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not in conflict with the goals of the City’s Open Space and 
Recreation Element, as cited by the commentor. 
 
O-4-8 
This comment states that the project site is in a 100-year floodplain and as such cannot be sold, 
leased, or rented to a for-profit entity for commercial purposes. The comment does not cite specific 
federal regulations, and since specific facts are not included in the comment, no further response to 
the alleged regulatory requirements can be provided. It is noted, however, as stated on page 4.4-16 of 
the Draft EIR, the project site is not within a mapped 100-year flood hazard area (Flood Insurance 
Rate Map No. 0601360010C, July 6, 1998). 
 
O-4-9 
This comment suggests that restoration of the wetlands on site would provide flood control benefits. 
As specified in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix C, Hydrology Study, the Proposed Project 
drainage plan has been designed to be in full compliance with the requirements of the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works. Potential hydrology impacts of the Proposed Project are below 
a level of significance. Please refer also to Response to Comment O-4-8. The opinion will be made 
available to decision-makers for their consideration as part of their determination regarding the 
Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-10 
This comment suggests that restoring the wetlands would provide water quality benefits. As specified 
in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix C, Hydrology Study, the Proposed Project will 
incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to ensure that water quality and storm water runoff 
meets (or exceeds) regulatory requirements. Potential water quality impacts of the Proposed Project 
are below a level of significance with mitigation. The opinion will be made available to decision-
makers for their consideration as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The 
comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis 
therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-11 
The comment states that restored wetlands would provide educational and recreational amenities to 
residents and children of Long Beach. It should be noted that regulatory agencies typically do not 
allow recreational use of wetlands. The opinion will be made available to decision-makers for their 
consideration as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project 
mitigation will contribute to a larger conservation area along the San Gabriel River that could be 
considered to have educational benefits.  
 
O-4-12 
This comment provides a summary of information found in the City Park, Recreation and Marine 
Strategic Plan (2003) and the City General Plan Open Space Element (2002) regarding recreation 
needs in the City. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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O-4-13 
The comment states that 359 acres of recreation open space on LBUSD property is available to the 
public after school and on weekends. The comment includes information from two different planning 
documents to imply that the Department of Parks, Recreation, and Marine Strategic Plan 
(“Departmental Strategic Plan “) did not consider the school recreation facilities described in the 
City’s Open Space and Recreation Element. Page 23 of the Departmental Strategic Plan states that 
“Recreation facilities at schools, that are accessible to the public, have been included in the analysis 
of service levels and needs, recreational facilities at schools where no public access is allowed, are 
not included.” Therefore, the Departmental Strategic Plan does not overestimate the need for 
additional recreation facilities in the City. 
 
O-4-14 
The comment states that no survey documents the need for an additional 27 baseball/softball fields 
and 55 soccer/football fields. As stated in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, the City, Department of 
Parks, Recreation, and Marine Strategic Plan identified an existing shortfall in the number of sports 
fields in the City. For example, currently there is one soccer/football field for every 10,989 residents, 
which is below the target service level of one soccer or football field for every 5,000 residents.1 Long 
Beach currently has a total of 65 publicly accessible sports fields that can be used for baseball or 
softball, or one baseball/softball field for every 7,100 residents.2 This level is also below the target 
service level of one baseball/softball field for every 5,000 residents. The Department of Parks, 
Recreation, and Marine Strategic Plan concludes that there is a current need for 27 additional 
baseball/softball fields in the City, and that the need will grow to 32 fields by 2010. The Departmental 
Strategic Plan also identifies a current need for an additional 50 soccer/football fields and projects 
that the need will grow to 55 fields by 2010. 
 
O-4-15 
This comment opines that the need for community gardens as active recreation is acute. The opinion 
will be made available to decision-makers for their consideration as part of their determination 
regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or 
questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-16 
This comment re-states the opinion that community gardening opportunities are deficient in Long 
Beach. The opinion will be made available to decision-makers for their consideration as part of their 
determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive 
statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
O-4-17 
This comment provides a quote from the Draft EIR regarding the anticipated Sports Park contract 
operation. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR 
or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 

                                                      
1  Long Beach, Department of Parks, Recreation and Marine Strategic Plan (2003), p. 35. 
2  Ibid. 
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O-4-18 
Costs related to implementation and operation of the Proposed Project are not germane to the subject 
environmental analysis. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the 
environment pursuant to Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines further specifies that economic and social effects of a project that do not 
result in impacts to the physical environment shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. No further response to comments regarding costs are warranted.  
 
O-4-19 
This comment states that low-income residents from Long Beach will not be able to afford to use the 
proposed Sports Park. The pricing structure for the proposed facility has not yet been established. 
Therefore, it is premature to address this issue. The opinion will be made available to decision-makers 
for their consideration as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment 
does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein 
and does not address an environmental issue; therefore, no further response is necessary. Also see 
response O-4-18. 
 
O-4-20 
This comment states that the Proposed Project is inconsistent with the Long Beach Park Recreation 
and Marine Strategic Plan priority to increase recreation in currently underserved areas of the City. 
The comment is incorrect because not only is the Proposed Project located in an area of the City 
(west-central portion of the City) that is underserved with recreation facilities as described in the City 
Department of Park, Recreation, and Marine Strategic Plan, the Proposed Project is intended to attract 
league sports away from local and community parks to make public parks throughout the City more 
available to use by local residents. Since the comment does not raise any environmental issues, no 
further response is required by CEQA. 
 
The opinion will be made available to decision-makers for their consideration as part of their 
determination regarding the Proposed Project. 
 
O-4-21 
The comment pertains to the success of other public-private partnerships outside the City. It is unclear 
from the comment to which public-private partnerships the commentor is referring. Because there are 
no facts or analysis provided in the comment and no environmental issue is raised, no further 
response is necessary. This comment will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers. 
The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the 
analysis therein, and no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-22 
This comment expresses the opinion that “golf, with rare exception, is for rich kids.” The City 
disagrees with the opinion, and is committed to making all kinds of recreation activity available to all 
segments of the City’s population. As stated in the Draft EIR, it is anticipated that the youth golf 
center would be operated by a separate private or nonprofit operator or by the City. The intent of the 
Youth Golf Facility is to provide training in basic golf skills to young people who might not 
otherwise have the exposure and opportunity to play golf. The Youth Golf Facility will be combined 
with a development center that provides academic support through after-school programs and 
resources. Since no environmental issue is raised in the comment, no further response is warranted.  
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O-4-23 
Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment pursuant to 
Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines 
further specifies that economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 
on the environment. As such, an economic analysis of the Youth Golf Facility is not required for 
environmental review under CEQA.  
 
O-4-24 
Please refer to Responses to Comments O-4-22 and O-4-23. 
 
O-4-25 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-22. The purpose of the Youth Golf Facility is to provide 
youth golf training opportunities and a development center that provides academic support through 
after-school programs and resources. 
 
O-4-26 
Costs related to implementation and operation of the Proposed Project are not germane to the subject 
environmental analysis. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the 
environment pursuant to Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines further specifies that economic and social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment. As such, an economic analysis of the Youth Golf 
Facility is not required for environmental review under CEQA. This comment represents the opinion 
of the commentor on matters not specific to the environmental information and analysis in the Draft 
EIR. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of their 
determination regarding the Proposed Project.  
 
O-4-27 
This comment states that the City should not subsidize the construction and operation of the Proposed 
Project in lieu of existing recreation programs. It is not the City’s intent to divert funding from 
existing recreation programs to fund the proposed Youth Golf Facility. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments O-4-22 and O-4-23.  
 
O-4-28 
This comment provides a quote from State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f)(1) regarding a 
reasonable range of feasible alternatives. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or 
questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-29 
This comment requests information regarding the initial and ongoing costs of the Proposed Project 
relative to other potential recreation projects and suggests that this information is required by CEQA. 
CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project, not a 
comparison of the Proposed Project to other unrelated recreation projects within the City. Please also 
refer to Response to Comment O-4-26. 
 
O-4-30 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
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O-4-31 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-32 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26. Property transfer negotiations are conducted separately 
from the Draft EIR process. The City is responsible for the implementation of project mitigation 
measures. 
 
O-4-33 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-34 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-35 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-36 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-37 
This comment provides a composite of information from the Draft EIR. The comment does not 
contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-38 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26. The City is the project proponent of an operationally 
self-sufficient project, including a Sports Park and other uses. The Draft EIR notes where City staff is 
unaware of substantial sources of funding for the acquisition, construction, and/or operation of a 
specific alternative use of the project site. An alternative use of the site for which a financing 
mechanism is not known for acquisition, construction, and/or operation may be considered infeasible. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) notes that “An EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives 
that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project 
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.” 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) further states that “Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are (i) failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.” The 
alternative use of the site cited in the comment, a cultural/nature park, is not only considered 
infeasible, but would fail to meet the primary recreation objectives of the project as described in 
Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR. 
 
O-4-39 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-1. Big League Dreams is not the project applicant. The 
Proposed Project is a proposed municipal project. The City’s intent is to acquire and retain ownership 
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of the assembled project site. Contract operators may be used to manage the facilities. The City is 
currently in the process of identifying a wide range of potential funding sources. Please see Response 
to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-40 
This comment expresses an opinion that the best use of the property should be determined by 
informed collaboration of stakeholders throughout the City. Land use planning for the project site has 
been a topic in the public forum for a number of years. Previously considered uses for the project site 
included an auto mall in 1988, a retail center in 1991, a warehouse/storage facility in 1994, and an 
auto racetrack in 1996. Political controversy and community objection to the previously 
recommended Sports Park site in the northwest corner of Area III of El Dorado Regional Park 
resulted in the City Council’s direction in 1997 to consider and evaluate the current project site, at the 
corner of Spring Street and California Avenue, for a sports complex. The City’s intention to consider 
the project site for a Sports Park use has been public for the past eight years. A public scoping 
meeting for the project Draft EIR was conducted in February 2004. The City’s Recreation 
Commission also discussed this project on February 17, 2005, and the Recreation Commission’s 
Capital Improvement Projects subcommittee held a public study session on June 15, 2005. 
 
The opinion will be made available to decision-makers for their consideration as part of their 
determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive 
statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
O-4-41 
This comment provides several alternative uses and suggests that six uses identified in the comment 
could be accommodated on the Proposed Project site, including wetlands restoration and community 
gardens. The opinion will be made available to decision-makers for their consideration as part of their 
determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive 
statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
 
O-4-42 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-43 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-44 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-45 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26.  
 
O-4-46 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-26. 
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O-4-47 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-1. This comment suggests that the type of food to be sold 
at the Sports Park should have been considered in the Public Health and Safety section of the Draft 
EIR. The comment letter further opposes the sale of alcohol at the proposed Sports Park because of 
the health risks associated with alcohol abuse. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change in the environment pursuant to Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. The 
concession menu is not an appropriate Draft EIR topic as defined by CEQA (see CEQA Checklist, 
Appendix G, for typical CEQA considerations). This comment will be made available for 
consideration by the decision-makers.  
 
O-4-48 
This comment provides pictures of menus at Big League Dreams parks outside of the City and 
questions whether fast food sales should be allowed on the project site. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments O-4-1, O-4-26, and O-4-47. 
 
O-4-49 
This comment provides information about obesity and food marketing/food sales at Big League 
Dreams Parks outside of the City. Please refer to Responses to Comments O-4-1, O-4-26, and O-4-
47. This comment will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers. The comment 
does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; 
therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
O-4-50 
This comment provides a summary of comments provided in O-4-1 through O-4-49. All comments 
provided will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers. See responses to comments 
above.  
 
O-4-51 
This comment requests that sustainable development considerations be used to develop the project 
site in lieu of the proposed Sports Park. The comment does not provide specific information or facts 
regarding the application of sustainable development principles to the Proposed Project or project 
site. The Draft EIR considers the application of design approaches that are considered consistent with 
“sustainable development” principles. For example, it is the policy of the City to plan, design, 
construct, manage, renovate, and maintain its facilities and buildings in a sustainable manner. The 
U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Rating 
System and Reference Guide is used to determine what constitutes sustainable building under this 
policy. During the design phase for the Proposed Project, the City will incorporate LEED green 
building principles and practices into the planning, design, construction, and management of the 
Proposed Project facilities. Project compliance with Title 24 standards and incorporation of green 
building strategies will further reduce any potential impacts on energy resources. In addition, 
Mitigation Measures 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 address recycling requirements of the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project incorporated approaches that are considered consistent with 
“sustainable development” principles.  
 
This comment will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers. The comment does 
not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein; 
therefore, no further response is necessary. 



 
 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  
S E P T E M B E R  2 0 0 5  L O N G  B E A C H  S P O R T S  P A R K  
  

 

P:\clb231\RTC\Draft RTC.doc «09/20/05» RTC-80

 
O-4-52 
This comment expresses an opinion about the value of “Willow Springs” and summarizes the main 
points of Responses to Comments O-4-1 through O-4-29. See responses to comments. 




